In this pilot study, the authors introduce a new system to assess hypnosis style. The Feature-Based Coding System (FBCS) comprises 24 standard individual hypnosis sessions, which were videotaped and coded according to both a previous and the new coding system. In addition, both subjects and hypnotists filled the Archaic Involvement Measure (AIM), the Phenomenology of Consciousness Inventory (PCI), and the Dyadic Interactional Harmony Questionnaire (DIH). The interrater agreement of FBCS was good and the construct Maternal-Paternal Axis had a good internal consistency (α = .95). Construct validity was also supported by the findings. Based on these results, a larger scale study is warranted to further establish the reliability and usefulness of this tool.
Some key concepts of hypnosis reflect its interactional nature, such as transference, rapport, resonance, just to mention a few. This interactional perspective can also be identified in some of the widely accepted definitions of hypnosis. For example, Kihlstrom states that "Hypnosis may be defined as a social interaction in which one person, designated the subject, responds to suggestions offered by another person, designated the hypnotist" (1985, pp. 385-386) . Twenty-three years after this already classic definition of hypnosis, Kihlstrom emphasizes the relational nature of the process: "Hypnosis entails a dyadic relationship between two individuals, the subject and the hypnotist; in the case of self-hypnosis one person takes on both social roles" (Kihlstrom, 2008, p. 38) .
Accordingly, several authors clearly stress the interactive nature of clinical hypnosis. For example, Baker (2000) states that "I contend that the essence of hypnosis, especially in the clinical context-that which most clearly and critically defines it-is an interaction effect" (p. 61). Or later:
From 1970 to 1980, various interactional theories emerged emphasizing the importance of the special relationship between hypnotist and subject (see, e.g., the chapters of Bányai, Lynn, and Nash, in Lynn & Rhue, 1991) . These theories conceptualized hypnosis as an interactional process, as a social encounter between hypnotist and subject. Nonetheless, following this promising beginning, we cannot really see the rich empirical data of interactional research. Apart from our own laboratory at Budapest we can identify only one other laboratory where real interactional studies are running: the works of Whitehead (Whitehead, 1996; Whitehead, Noller, & Sheehan, 2008) .
One of the reasons for this recoiling could be the methodological difficulty and complexity of interactional research, in general, and hypnosis research, in particular. Having a closer look at previous methodologies some problems arise. Firstly, previous interactional approaches investigated the hypnosis processes only from the viewpoint of the hypnotized subject (S) : this way the hypnotist is just a participant of the Ss' hypnotic dreams (Sheehan & Dolby, 1979) , just the "target" of the subject's perceptions, emotions, transference, deprived attachment needs, etc. (see Baker & Levitt, 1989; Levitt & Baker, 1983; Nash, 1991; Nash & Lynn, 1985; Perry & Sheehan, 1978; Sheehan, 1980 ; for a review, see Bányai, 1991; Diamond, 1984) . There is no real investigation of the hypnotist or the interaction itself. Secondly, these studies applied experimental manipulations (depersonalization of the setting, negative evaluation of Ss' previous test-performance, etc.) this way obviously modifying the "natural" interactional situation (see, e.g., Perry & Sheehan, 1978; Sheehan, 1974 Sheehan, , 1980 Sheehan & Dolby, 1979) . In these settings, the hypnotists were forced to work in accordance with the manipulative experimental protocol. This is just another reason why there was no chance of obtaining data about the real, spontaneous interactions in hypnosis research.
To tackle these issues, new, interactionally centered methods have to be developed. In this article, we would like to propose a simplified version of scoring hypnosis styles, one of the key concepts of Bányai's interactional model.
Social Psychobiological Model of Hypnosis and the Concept of Hypnosis Styles
Éva Bányai's social psychobiological model of hypnosis conceptualizes hypnosis as a social interaction (Bányai, 1991 (Bányai, , 1998 Bányai, Gősi-Greguss, Vágó, Varga, & Horváth, 1990; Bányai, Mészáros, & Csókay, 1985; Livnay, 2010) . Within this theoretical model, she described two characteristic hypnosis styles. Originally these styles were called the physical-organic and the analytic-cognitive styles, later "maternal-" and "paternal-" style names were introduced to metaphorically call these styles. These two basic style forms of involvement closely resemble the hypnosis styles described by Ferenczi (1965) , emphasizing that the essence of the difference of these styles are that maternal style is based on love, while paternal hypnosis style is based on fear and respect of authority (Bányai, 2002) . The most important features of these styles are summarized in Table 1 .
The original version of judgment of hypnosis styles was the following (Bányai, 2002) : Several expert judges trained in psychotherapy and in hypnosis rated the hypnosis sessions independently. The judgment was based on the verbatim transcripts of the hypnosis sessions. Obviously, the name, gender, and hypnotic susceptibility of the participants were eliminated from the transcripts. Effective reliability was calculated (Rosenthal & Rosnow, 1991) to assess the judges' aggregate reliability. The consistency of judgments was also assessed by calculating Cronbach's alpha coefficient (Cronbach, 1951) . Reliability was considered acceptable if both measures were above .60. Varga, Bányai, Józsa, and Gősi-Greguss (2008) reported the nature of subjective experiences of the participants of the hypnosis interaction along with the hypnosis styles. It was demonstrated that the pattern of correlations of subjective experience data and style scores are different in cases of maternal versus paternal styles. Higher maternality was accompanied by a higher intimacy experience on the side of hypnotists and more expressed emotions both in the hypnotist and the subject. Paternal style also makes it possible for the subjects to experience the alteration of consciousness subjectively, but, in this case, either the subjects or the hypnotists proved to be moderate in the experience and expression of emotions, and there was no place for togetherness, playfulness, or intimacy in the situation, as opposed to the maternal style. Furthermore, results of Whitehead et al. (2008) also indicate that the identity of the hypnotists (and thus his or her hypnosis style) has an effect on the hypnotizability score of the subject in an experimental hypnosis session. So the pattern of results suggests that the hypnosis styles are meaningful and important constructs, as their relationship with those of paper-and-pencil data are well interpretable and in line with the professional expectations.
The aim of the current article is to introduce a new way of coding the hypnosis styles. There are several drawbacks of the original coding system. It requires transcribing the hypnosis sessions, which is time consuming and eliminates important information on nonverbal communication. Furthermore, the rating was based on the judgments of trained psychotherapists and hypnotherapists. This element also remarkably increases the time and effort requirements to perform this type of research. Above all, our recent trials with this original rating system did not yield reliable data.
All these difficulties led us to introduce a new rating method of hypnosis styles. As opposed to the original method, this time the rating is based on those aspects of the construct of hypnosis styles that was described by Bányai (2002) . So, the coders pay attention to and rate seven aspects (features) of the interaction, instead of the rating being based on the general descriptions of the styles, along with the names ("maternal" and "paternal") in the case of the original method. We thought that these labels could also bias the coders' ratings, so they were omitted in the new rating system. We call this new rating method Feature-Based Coding System (FBCS). In this article, we will present the new coding system and a pilot study to assess its reliability and validity.
Material and Methods
The study was conducted according to the Helsinki Declaration and has been approved by the Research Ethics Committee of Eötvös Loránd University, Hungary. All participants provided signed, informed consent.
Participants
Twenty-four hypnosis subjects (age: M = 31.29, SD = 9.37) were recruited from the research database of our hypnosis laboratory. All of the subjects had at least one previous hypnosis experience during which their hypnotic susceptibility was assessed using the Harvard Group Scale of Hypnotic Susceptibility: Form A (HGSHS:A; Shor & Orne, 1962) . The recruitment was carried on until the sample consisted of 8 low (score: 1-4), 8 medium (score: 5-9), and 8 high (score: 10-12) hypnotizable subjects. We also recruited 4 hypnotists (2 of them with low and 2 with high hypnotizability).
The following inclusion criteria were applied for both hypnotists and subjects: adult male (at least 18 years old); no medical or recreational drug use; no acute or chronic disease; fluent in Hungarian; literate. All hypnotists were experienced in administering experimental hypnosis sessions.
Procedure
Hypnotists conducted standard individual relaxational hypnosis sessions according to the Stanford Hypnotic Susceptibility Scale: Forms C (SHSS:C) (Weitzenhoffer & Hilgard, 1962) for one subject at a time. Participants were paired to get a balanced design such that every hypnotist hypnotized 2 low, 2 medium, and 2 high susceptible subjects. The sessions were video recorded.
Following the hypnosis sessions, the subject and hypnotist retired into separate rooms. Here, subjects completed the Archaic Involvement Measure (AIM; Nash & Spinler, 1989) , Phenomenology of Consciousness Inventory (PCI; Pekala, 1986 Pekala, , 1991 , Dyadic Interactional Harmony (DIH; Varga, Józsa, Bányai, & Gősi-Greguss, 2006) , State Trait Anxiety Inventory (STAI; Spielberger, Gorsuch, & Lushene, 1970) , and the short version of Egna Minnen Beträffande Uppfostran [My memories of upbringing] (s-EMBU; Arrindell et al., 1999; Perris, Jacobsson, Lindstrom, von Knorring, & Perris, 1980) in this order. Hypnotists also filled these questionnaires at the end of their first hypnosis session, and, at the end of every subsequent session they completed the AIM, PCI, DIH together with the state questionnaire of STAI again. Based on the video recordings, the hypnosis style was rated by six coders for each session according to both the original and the new style-coding systems (see details below). One of the video files was damaged and could not be recovered, so in total 23 hypnosis sessions were coded for hypnosis style. We also measured the endocrine correlates of hypnosis during this study, the results of which have been published elsewhere (Varga & Kekecs, 2014) .
Questionnaires
AIM. The Archaic Involvement Measure (AIM; Nash & Spinler, 1989 ) is a questionnaire assessing archaic experiences arising during hypnosis. The questionnaire uses a 7-point Likert scale. We used a modified version of the original AIM (Bányai et al., 1990 ) that better fits the interactional framework of our laboratory. In this version, subjects and hypnotists get separate questionnaires with 22 questions (three negative items are added to the original 19 positive items). However, in our present study, we only used the total AIM score in the analyses, which is based on the original 19 positive items. Cronbach's alpha in the subjects' sample (αs) = .95; Cronbach's alpha in the hypnotists' sample (αh) = .91.
PCI. We used the Hungarian version (Szabó, 1989 (Szabó, , 1993 Varga, Józsa, Bányai, Gősi-Greguss, & Kumar, 2001 ) of the Phenomenology of Consciousness Inventory Form 1 (Pekala, 1986 (Pekala, , 1991 that assesses the alteration of subjective experiences compared to a normal conscious state. The questionnaire consists of 53 items that quantify phenomenal experience of the subjects through 12 major and 14 minor dimensions using a Likert-type scale (0-6). Using this scale, subjects indicate their agreement with bipolar statements such that a low score (0) usually means "none or little" and a high score (6) usually means "much or complete." The items of the inventory are grouped into the following 12 major and 14 minor dimensions (in parenthesis): Altered experience (altered body image, perception, meaning, and time sense; αs = .93, αh = .89), Positive affect (joy, sexual excitement, and love; αs = .78, αh = .70), Negative affect (anger, sadness, and fear; αs = .75, αh = .88), Visual imagery (amount and vividness; αs = .88; αh = .68), Attention (direction and concentration; αs = .80, αh = .00), Self-awareness (αs = .91, αh = .75), Altered state of awareness (αs = .93, αh = .94), Internal dialogue (αs = .83, αh = .96), Rationality (αs = .43, αh = .61), Volitional control (αs = .69, αh = .70), Memory (αs = .00, αh = .81), and Arousal (αs = .14, αh = .63). The questionnaire was completed in reference to the whole hypnotic session.
DIH. The Dyadic Interactional Harmony Questionnaire (DIH; Varga et al., 2006 ) is a 50-item inventory measuring the interactive phenomenological relationship in a dyad. The questionnaire uses a Likerttype scale ranging from 1 to 5. In our experiment, we used a shorter (40-item) version of DIH. DIH has four subscales: Intimacy (αs = .86, αh = .84), Communion (αs = .85, αh = .93), Playfulness (αs = .83, αh = .84), and Tension (αs = .0, αh = .86).
s-EMBU. The 23 items of the short version of Egna Minnen
Beträffande Uppfostran [My memories of upbringing]) (Arrindell et al., 1999; Perris et al., 1980) measures the subject's perceptions of his or her parents' rearing behavior. Through 23 items, respondents scored the rearing behavior of the mother and the father separately. It contains three subscales: Rejection, Emotional warmth, and Overprotection. For Rejection, punishment, shame, emotional coldness or criticism characterized the behavior of parents in the memory of the already adult child; (αs = .80, αh = .60); for Emotional warmth, the person remembers the experience of love, acceptance, and security with respect to parental rearing; (αs = .94, αh = .89); and for (Over)Protection, excessive fear and anxiety characterizes the childhood memories (αs = .84, αh = .0).
STAI.
Spielberger's State-Trait Anxiety Inventory (STAI; Spielberger et al., 1970 ) is a 40-item questionnaire that measures the level of anxiety state and trait anxiety (The Hungarian version used in this study was developed by Sipos, Sipos, Spielberger, & Díaz-Guerrero, 1978) . State anxiety (STAI -state) refers to anxiety related to the present moment, while trait anxiety is a more or less stable dimension of personality and indicates general anxiety levels (STAI -trait). Both the state and trait questionnaires present 20 statements describing anxiety to which subjects can answer by one of four descriptors best indicating their degree of emotion (score 1-4; minimum possible score = 20, maximum = 80) (STAI -state: αs = .91, αh = .96; STAI -trait: αs = .93, αh = .93).
Hypnosis Style
The hypnosis style was coded by six coders for each session. The coders were recruited from psychology students attending an introductory hypnosis class, so the coders were not experts and had no training whatsoever in hypnosis or psychotherapy. Three of the coders used the original coding procedure (Bányai, 1998) while the other three used the new coding system (FBCS).
In the first few minutes of the session, the hypnotist builds rapport. This is the only phase in the SHSS:C protocol in which hypnotists can use their own words and express their style the most, thus hypnosis style was determined by viewing this phase of the videos: starting when the hypnotist enters the room and ending just before the start of the standardized hypnosis induction of the SHSS:C.
In the original system, coders have to rate how well do predefined hypnosis styles (maternal, paternal, sibling, lover-like, and friend-like) fit the style of the hypnotist on the video recording on a 7-point Likert scale. The hypnosis gets a score for all styles equal to these ratings. A higher score means that the given style fits the hypnosis more. The instruction sheet for the coders is shown in Appendix A.
In FBCS, coders have to rate which of two opposing statements fit the style of the hypnotist better on a scale of 1-7. One of the statements is characteristic of maternal while the opposing one is typical of paternal style. The scores of the seven different aspects can be interpreted individually, and the hypnosis also gets a joint score equal to the mean of these ratings, which is called the Maternal-Paternal Axis score. A high score means that the hypnosis is more paternal, a low score means that maternal style fits the hypnosis better, and scores in the middle can mean a mixed style or that it is neither paternal nor maternal. The instruction and coding sheet are presented in Appendix B.
Statistical Analysis
The interrater agreement was calculated for every item of both coding systems applying an intraclass correlation coefficient (ICC) that is more frequently used in recent studies than effective reliability. Conventional criteria (Cicchetti & Sparrow, 1981) were used to interpret the ICC values: ICC < .40 = poor; .40 -. 59 = fair; .60 -.74 = good; > .75 = excellent. After testing the interrater reliability, we aggregated the ratings of the three subjects by averaging them to get one score for each item. Internal consistency reliability of FBCS's Maternal-Paternal axis score was also calculated.
To assess construct validity, we calculated the correlation of the Maternal-Paternal Axis with PCI and DIH subscales. As the MaternalPaternal Axis did not follow normal distribution (the distribution was skewed toward the maternal side), Spearman correlation was used. Subscales of low internal consistency values (subjects: PCI Rationality, Volitional control, Memory and Arousal, and DIH Tension; hypnotists: PCI Visual imagery, Attention, Rationality, Arousal) are omitted from the analyses. Data of s-EMBU and STAI are not used in any of the analyses in this article.
Results

Interrater Agreement
It is apparent from Table 2 that the interrater agreement is higher in the case of Feature-Based Coding System. In fact, none of the items in the original coding system reaches an ICC value of .60, from which the intraclass correlation is generally considered to be acceptable, while this criteria is satisfied for every item in FBCS, and the ICC for two of the items can be considered excellent. 
Internal Consistency
Internal consistency of Maternal-Paternal Axis in FBCS is really good (α = .95). As shown in Table 3 , the deletion of none of the items would improve consistency, and the item-total correlations of the items are also acceptable.
Validity
The Maternal-Paternal Axis score correlated significantly with the paternal, rho(22) = .47, p = .024, but not with maternal style, rho(22) = -.35, p = .105, score from the original system. This is understandable as the original system's maternal style had a very poor interrater reliability.
The Maternal-Paternal Axis was significantly associated with several PCI dimensions of the hypnotist. The more maternal the style (lower Maternal-Paternal Axis score) of the hypnosis was, the more likely hypnotists reported alterations in experience, rho(21) = -.64, p = .002, alterations in state of awareness, rho(21) = -.57, p = .007, and Internal dialog, rho(21) = -.54, p = .012. Additionally, a more paternal hypnosis style (higher Maternal-Paternal Axis score) was associated with a more intact self-awareness of the hypnotist, rho(21) = .75, p < .001. Maternal-Paternal Axis was also negatively associated with the hypnotist's rating of Intimacy, rho(22) = −.45, p = .032, and Communion, rho(22) = -.57, p = .005, of the dyadic interaction. PCI and DIH scores of the subjects and AIM scores of the subjects and the hypnotists did not correlate significantly with Maternal-Paternal Axis. Table 4 shows the complete correlation table. 
Discussion
A new coding method of rating hypnosis styles has been described, the Feature-Based Coding System. The essence of FBCS-compared to the original system-is that here the coders rate seven characteristics of the interaction. These characteristics were identified according to the description of the maternal versus paternal styles by Bányai (2002) .
Although coders were not experts and did not get any pre-education concerning hypnosis styles, agreement between their ratings was good when they used the Feature-Based system. The Maternal-Paternal Axis score proved to be internally consistent as well. Furthermore, this new construct not only correlated with the paternal-style score from the original system but also turned out to be associated with several of the phenomenological and interactional characteristics of the hypnosis reported by the hypnotist. In a predominantly paternal hypnosis, hypnotists report lower levels of altered experience and altered state of awareness, less internal dialog, and higher self-awareness. In these paternal-style hypnosis sessions, hypnotists also report less intimacy and communion with the subject, while in a maternal-style hypnosis the opposite is true. These findings support construct validity as they fit Bányai's (2002) description of maternal-style hypnosis as a personal, synchronous session in which the hypnotist is deeply involved and of paternal style that is a more formal, authority-based hypnosis fitting an analytical-cognitive perspective with less intimacy and less emotional involvement from the hypnotist.
It is also remarkable, that neither of the styles show high correlation with the aspects of alteration of consciousness (assessed by PCI) of the subject, with the subject's evaluation of the characteristics of the interaction (subscales of DIH), or with the depths of archaic involvement (AIM). These results imply that both of the styles can be good for the subjects to experience alteration of consciousness, archaic involvement, and/or to feel intimacy, communion, or other features in the hypnotic interaction. However this is not to say that subjects are completely unaffected by the hypnosis style. Although altered state of consciousness and intimacy seems to be more-or-less independent from differences in hypnosis style on the maternal-paternal axis, we do not know how this characteristic of hypnosis style alters other aspects of subjective experience, or how does it affect psychophysiological changes elicited by hypnosis. Further, because of the low sample size of the study, null results should be interpreted with caution.
This new system has several advantages-compared to the original rating method. It can be used for standardized hypnosis sessions. It does not require highly trained psychotherapists and hypnotherapists as coders. The Feature-Based Coding System does not require the transcript of the interaction, it is enough to use only several minutes of video recordings from the beginning of the session. Instead of the "one score" result of the original method, in FBCS, we have seven scores to characterize a hypnosis session. So we can tap more delicate patters of maternality-paternality than before. It is possible for example that a hypnotist is "more maternal" in some aspects (e.g., in emotional tone of the session) but neutral or even paternal in other aspects (e.g., signs of interactional synchrony). On the other hand, it is also easy to reliably aggregate one final score of the degree of maternality/paternality if researchers prefer only one number (as we did by calculating a Maternal-Paternal Axis score).
Limitations
We found that some of the PCI factors had a poor internal consistency in our study. Omission of these factors from further analyses limits the scope of our results. There are a number of possible explanations for the low Cronbach's alphas. For example, PCI is originally designed to be completed in reference to a 2-to 5-minute short stimulus interval. However, in our study, the questionnaire was completed referring to the whole hypnosis session by both hypnotists and subjects according to the practice of our laboratory. This deviation makes our PCI results more prone to bias from primacy and recency effects and could account for the poor internal consistency of some of the PCI factors. Poor reliability may also be a result of low sample size, or subtle differences in the meaning of PCI items between the original and Hungarian versions.
Although interrater agreement was good for all items, some of the intraclass correlations were close to the margin of acceptability, meaning that the level of agreement should be improved for these unstable items. This could be achieved by clearer or more detailed instructions provided in the instruction sheet for the coders or possibly by short pre-education with some examples.
Another limitation of the study is that our observations are not independent from each other as the 24 hypnosis sessions were conducted by only four hypnotists. Thus, data gathered from the same hypnotists are most likely intercorrelated, which can bias the results by leading to underestimation of errors and as a result an overestimation of effects.
We also have to reiterate that an experimental hypnosis session is not ideal to determine hypnosis style because the hypnotist is almost entirely restrained by the protocol (in our case SHSS:C), thus the applicability of the new system should be further evaluated in "free" hypnosis sessions as well.
Conclusions
In this pilot study, the Feature-Based Coding System showed good psychometric characteristics. These results warrant a larger scale study to further establish the reliability and validity of this new research tool. If the FBCS turns out to be a useful tool, it may lead us to further research possibilities: for example, to develop the same characteristicbased versions for other hypnosis styles (friend-like; sibling-like; loverlike styles) described by Bányai (1998 Bányai ( , 2002 . It could prove very interesting to identify these styles in clinical hypnotherapeutic settings as well (instead of the present experimental sessions). It would also be interesting to see in a larger database if the style is more dependent on the hypnotist or is created in a mutual way by both participants in the hypnosis session. One way of testing this could be to have the same hypnotists interacting with several different subjects. In the current sample, we could demonstrate that there were hypnotists whose sessions were always paternal, whereas others represented a more flexible style. It would be also good to see if stability or flexibility is more beneficial as far as the style is concerned (Norcross, 2010 ). That could be tested by analyzing some independent "outcome measures" of several hypnosis sessions, especially in critical life situations.
Previous studies show that moderately hypnotizable people are especially sensitive to the quality of the relationship with the hypnotist (see e.g., Sheehan, 1971 Sheehan, , 1980 . Since the majority of the general population falls within this range of hypnotic susceptibility, this is another good reason why we should learn as much as possible about this aspect of the hypnotic process. It would be interesting to see in a larger scale study how does hypnotizability of both hypnotist and subject affect hypnosis style, and how does it moderate the effect of style on hypnosis experiences.
Modern studies of human affiliation and its epigenetic determination shows that an unfavorable perinatal period may lead to insecure attachment with its disadvantageous consequences. Zelinka, Cojan, and Desseilles (2014) directly propose the possibility that hypnosis may serve as a social encounter to provide a favorable social experience for the participants. This idea was supported in our study where neurobiological correlates were measured of the members of the hypnotic dyads (Varga & Kekecs, 2014) . Thus, we cannot overestimate the special potential of hypnosis to serve as a corrective (reparative) interpersonal experience for those who lack the secure attachment experiences with the primary caregiver. Introducing a real interactional measure, that is the hypnosis style, has not only theoretical importance but clear clinical relevance. We should seek to understand the underlying mechanism(s) of the interaction better.
The concept of maternal/paternal interactional style may be relevant in other nonhypnotic interactions as well such as teacher-student, priest-believer, doctor-patient, and so on. People have internal models based on early relationship patterns. Kraemer (1992) calls it attachment icon, while Bowlby (1980) uses the term working model. The working model affects many areas in adulthood: how valuable the person feels oneself to be, what kind of behavior one can expect from others and shows if one is or is not worthy of love. It orients us as to how efficient we feel ourselves in general and with regard to a given task; furthermore, it affects how we evaluate our own coping resources in critical situations and how much help we can expect (and deserve) from others (B. R. Sarason, Sarason, & Gurung, 1997; I. G. Sarason, Sarason, & Pierce, 1994; Schore, 1994; Tidwell, Reis, & Shaver, 1996) . Several authors argue already that working models can develop after the early childhood too (Feeney & Noller, 1996) . The experiences in intimate social relationships may reinforce (if it had been there at one time) or in other cases may recalibrate the originally unfavorable working model of the person in the direction where the fundamental mode of operation is security, reinforcement, and unconditional support (Albrecht, Burleson, & Goldsmith, 1994) . Hypnosis and hypnotherapy can be a model of such intimate social relationships, and, thus, it is fundamentally important to study its relational aspects in more detail. 
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